The current study explores the contribution of cultural mediators to the dissemination of Russian literature in Greece between 1893 and 1917. More precisely, it examines the case of F. M. Dostoevsky's reception during this time frame, which can be considered as the period of the writer's introduction and beginning of his establishment among the Greek readership. The focus is on two types of mediators with a significant influence on the fortune of Dostoevsky and other Russian writers in Greece. The two main groups investigated more closely are Russian-speaking mediators and Western-oriented mediators. The study aims to discuss some of the following questions: What are the main characteristics of the groups in question? What are the differences between their roles? How did their critical and translational engagement affect Dostoevsky's reception? It should be noted that the current study presents part of the results of the author's ongoing doctoral research project on the Greek reception of F. M. Dostoevsky (1877Dostoevsky ( -1939.
The first news on Dostoevsky and the first translations of his works crossed the Greek language boundaries during the 1870s. In comparison to the writer's fortune among readers in Western and Central Europe (except Germany), the Greek phenomenon of his reception cannot be considered as delayed. In Britain, for example, the first reference to Dostoevsky occured in 1875, 1 while in France he was almost unknown until the mid-1880s.
2 Dostoevsky's introduction in Greece was closely related to interest in the works of Russian authors that appeared during this time. At this point, important questions arise: What caused the creation of the appropriate atmopshere for the spreading of Russian literature and can it be attributed to the social, political, hystorical and cultural context?
The military conflicts of the Crimean (1853-1856) and Russo-Turkish wars (1877-1878) led to the growth of critical attention to Russian cultural and political reality. The Eastern Question, 3 directly related to Russian and Greek nation-al interests, became one of the most discussed topics in Greek periodicals and the daily press of the time. Furthermore, the modernizing efforts of literature and critical production during the past three decades of the 19th century were inseperatable from the reorganization of the social and intellectual life of Greece under the President Charilaos Trikoupis. 4 The specific syncronization of the intellectual activities concerned the decrease of the domination of French culture on one hand and the increase of interest in the Northern countries' cultural production 5 on the other. The translations of foreign literature in Greek provide historical evidence of that turning. According to the existing bibliography, the number of translated French authors gradually was diminishing, while Russian literature works were becoming more and more popular 6 . It would be misleading, however, to argue that the diminution of interest in French literature simultaneously meant a reduction of the French cultural influence. Thus, Demetrius Vikelas' statement of 1892: "Τα Παρίσια είναι αναντιρρήτως εστία φωτών" [Paris is undeniably the hearth of enlightenment] 7 does not cause any surprise. More specifically, the transmission of Russian intellectual stimulations in Greece was, to a certain extent, mediated by France. Before attention is focused on the cultural mediators who shaped the popularization of Russian literature in Greece, it is important to emphasize that the reception of the literary stimulations in question-apart from the historical, social and cultural context-also was affected by factors related to the development of domestic literary life. The break with tradition of Romanticism, opposition to the movement of Naturalism as practised by Émile Zola and the creation of the consciousness of Realism were the most important criteria for the introduction of the Russian novelists.
The mediators played a key role in the inter-literature comunication between Greece and Russia, linking the two intellectual communities during the examined period. The cultural interpretors who participated in two or more cultures (e.g., Greek and Russian, Greek, Russian, French and German) can be divided in the following groups: Russian-speaking mediators and Western-oriented mediators. These figures who aimed to bridge the gap between two literary lives had many tasks to deal with as critics, translators and journalists. It is worth mentioning that in the present study, the case of the translator as mediators will not be discussed separately, although Ronald Taft's proposal that the mediator is more than a trans- 4 The efforts for the regeneration of the intellectual and social life in Greece emerged mostly after the bankruptcy of 1893 and the Greco- lator as the latter has only one of the skills needed for the creating an understanding between cultures cannot be considered as true.
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The Russian-speaking mediators had started more intensively to participate in Greek social life from the middle of the 19th century. In that period, a significant number of Greeks from the Russian Empire moved to Athens, to the newly established capital city and a political, intellectual and economic center of Hellenism. This community of Russian-speaking Greeks became a significant source of mediators, participating in both cultures, and started shyly to spread Russian literature in Greece. 9 Due to the special character of Greco-Russian relations that continued during the period that followed, these "bicultural" agents proceeded to mediate cultures between the two countries.
The most important figure of the Russian-speaking mediators group during the period in question was undoubtedly Theodoros Vellianitis. After spending about a decade in Russia as a philology student, he returned in Athens when he realized that Russian literature was "άγνωστος γη" [an undiscovered area] 10 in his fatherland. Thus, according to an article published in 1915, he felt like a "κύριος της φιλολογίας ταύτης" [master of that literature]. 11 Additionally, in line with his memories, during the same period he felt obsessive Russophilic enthusiasm and became involved in creating inter-literature understanding. 12 The first historical evidence of Vellianitis' interest in Dostoevsky is found in his article of 1884. 13 From then and up to 1927, Dostoevsky was a continuous part of his mediating interest. Only during the 1880s, as a reporter of Ακρόπολις he wrote about the Russian writer on Nov. 30, 1886, 14 Dec. 24, 1886, 15 Feb. 16, 1887 16 and May 2, 1887. 17 Apart from the attention he paid to the writer as a journalist, Vellianitis also was the translator of the first Dostoevskian work rendered in Greek: "Το δέντρο των Χριστουγέννων και γάμος" 18 [A Christmas Tree and a Wedding]. It is noteworthy that Vellianitis accompanied the translation of this short story with an introductory article on the writer, pointing out the main characteristics of Dostoevsky's works (e.g., psychological anatomy, deep analysis of created characters, objective presentation of reality and democracy regarding the readership). In addition, he continuously referred to the writer with expressions full of acknowledgement, such as "μεγάλος συγγραφέας" [a great writer], "αθάνατος συγγραφέας" [an immortal writer] and "βαθύτατος ψυχολόγος" [deep psychologist]. In Vellianitis' talk "Σύγχρονος ρωσσική φιλολογία" [Modern Russian Literature] 19 from 1889, he referred to Dostoevsky in the context of presenting the basic features of Russian literature to Greek readers. While opposing romantic aesthetics, Vellianitis emphasized that Russian literature followed the steps of physiological literary development. He also specified that Dostoevsky, Tolstoy and Turgenev were the "πατέρες της φυσιολογικής σχολής" [fathers of naturalistic school]. Regarding Dostoevsky, he repeated previous statements that the writer was an excellent psychologist, maybe the biggest of the century. The most important contribution Vellianitis made to the popularization of Russian literature, however, was his translation of the History of Russian Literature by Alexander M. Skabishevsky. In his introduction to the book, he characterized the Russian authors of the second half of the 19th century as the most important figures of Russian literature. Furthermore, in Chapter 11, dedicated to Dostoevsky, he left some notable footnotes in which readers could find some important interpretative comments on the Russian writer. These comments ensure that the translator, despite his intention to stay "invisible, " 20 inevitably participated in the creation of new interpretation frames to make them more approachable to readers. Subsequently, the footnotes indicate that Vellianitis had a bi-cultural vision as a critical reader, as Hatim and Mason suggest. 21 The last public reference Vellianitis made to Dostoevsky occurred in 1927. His article titled "Σκληρή μεγαλοφυΐα" [Cruel Genius] was published in the journal of Great Greek Encyclopedia, 22 of which he was collaborator in charge of topics on Russian literature. From the beginning of the article, Vellianitis insisted on Dostoevsky's extraordinary talent as a writer, indicated by the themes he dealt with and by the literary devices he used. Defined as a "child of a city, " Dostoevsky focused on the "marginalized urban community, " in which he explored the impact of social factors on psychology and moral values, according to Vellianitis. The latter focuses also on numerous Dostoevskian characters that he divided in two main categories. In the last part of the article, Vellianitis directed attention toward The House 19 Θεόδωρος Βελλιανίτης, "Σύγχρονος ρωσσική φιλολογία ", Παρνασσός , February 1889, 253-274. 20 Apart from the Russian-speaking mediators, another important mediatory group that contributed to the spreading of Russian literature consisted of Western-oriented Greek intellectuals. These mediators were socially recognized figures with an important literary and critical production, such as Costis Palamas, Emmanuel Rhoides, Giannis Kampisis, and Gregorios Xenopoulos. Their interest in Russian authors was based on the influence they received principally from France and secondly from Germany, especially while approaching the 20th century. All of them were fluent in French or German; subsequently they could read both Russian literature in translation and related critics before they became available to the wider circle of Greek readers. These mediators were aware of the popularity the Russians novelists gained in the West, 36 Palamas can be considered the most significant mediator of the Western-oriented intellectuals group; he showed an interest in Dostoevsky's writing for a long part of his career as a critic and literary author. His first reference to the Russian writer occurred in 1893 as a part of the article titled "Μελχιόρ δε Βογκέ" 40 while the last, in 1935, was included in his answers to questions by Spyros Raditsas. 41 His curiosity for Dostoevsky probably was aroused by Eugène-Melchior de Vogüé's book Russian Novel, a study that established the grounds for the French-speaking literary criticism of 19th century Russian authors. After reading this study and during the next 50 years, the historical evidence of Palamas' reception of the Russian writer is found in 50 articles and personal letters approximately. His mediatory role concerning Dostoevsky's literary fortune in Greece mostly included his activities as a literary critic. Only a few aspects of his approach, nevertheless, will be discussed in the current study. Initially, Palamas included the Russian author in the wave of "Βορειμανία" [Vorimanía] related to the introduction of literature from Russia, Germany and Scandinavian countries in Greece. In that period, Palamas supported the opinion that strong inter-literature communication was extremely beneficial for local literary production. 42 In addition, his reference to Dostoevsky concerned his position on the literary cosmopolitism that is faithfully expressed by Palamas' attitude that ideas do not have a fatherland, hence they belong to the all humankind. Furthermore, his efforts to promote inter-literature dialogue was opposed to the generally accepted opinion that development of literature should stay limited to Greek national borders without interaction with foreign literary lives.
Palamas' commentary on Russian writers discloses that he valued Dostoevsky's talent not only as a writer but also as a prophet and a witness of his ep- 39 Михаил Ф. Ликиардопуло, «Современная греческая литература», Весы , March/April 1906, 59-63. 40 och. 43 It is notable that he often speaks of him in the context of the "Trinity" 44 of Russian novelists and underlines that Dostoevsky distinguishes from Tolstoy and Turgenev due to the physiological analysis he employs and the unity of the contradictions he manages to achieve. Although, Palamas confirmed that the "Trinity" is one of the most beloved "literary sympathies" of his reading experience, he admitted as well that he appreciated even more the critics of the Russian novelists' works. 45 A close examination of Palamas' articles reveals that he was well known with all the important publications on Dostoevsky issued in the French language. Besides the aforementioned Vogüé's Russian Novel, he also referred to Kazimierz Waliszewski's Russian Literature, 46 50 Here it also should be stressed that the greatest part of these studies can be found in Palamas' archive in Athens and that all are French versions. 51 The next case of a Western-oriented mediator is related to the following literary phenomena: the popularization of Russian literature in Germany and the opening of the Greek intellectual life toward influences from Germany. 52 Giannis Kampisis was one of the most distinguished people who mediated in Greco-German literary communication during the transition from the 19 th century to the 20 th century. He was a close collaborator of the progressive journals H Τέχνη and Το Περιοδικόν Μας, which contributed significantly to the spreading of Ibsenism and Nietzscheism in Greece. In 1898-1899, Kampisis lived in Germany, where he had the opportunity to meet closer with German, Russian and Scandinavian literature. The historical evidence of Dostoevsky's reception found in Kampisis' articles and personal letters is slight, probably due to Kampisis' premature death. However, the specific evidence could serve to prove that Greek intellectuals had at least two European sources that enabled them to read Russian novels and the critics on related topics before they became available in their home country. Thus, Kampisis' early appreciation of Dostoevsky can be easily perceived from the letter he sent to Dimitris Tagkopoulos on July 24, 1898. 53 There he admits that only Dostoevsky is as deep as Gerhart Hauptman, contrary to Zola, Strindberg and Ibsen, for example. What is more, the February 1899 issue of Τέχνη published Kampisis' article on the German dramatist and there the author repeated publicly his positions from the previously mentioned letter. 54 In 1900, on the pages of Το Περιοδικόν Μας appeared the text "Η ζωγραφική στη Γερμανία" in which Kampisis analogized Dostoevsky to the German painter, Franz von Lenbach. 55 More specifically, he compared the two artists in terms of the similarity they showed regarding the expression of contemporary psychological mood states. Four months later, in his article "Φρειδερίκος Νίτσες", that also was published in Το Περιοδικόν Μας, 56 Kampisis mentioned "the great novelist" as one of the ideological ancestors of Nietzsche's "Übermensch" [Superhuman] . He compared the Nietzschean type of "Superhuman" and Dostoevskian type of "Extraordinary man" concerning the right to commit a crime. Unlike them, according to Kampisis' interpretation, the Dostoevskian "Ordinary man" is a common person, disciplined and obedient to the law, who usually is punished for violating legal restrictions. Examination of Kampisis' notes reveals that his positions of Dostoevsky's "Extraordinary" and "Ordinary" man were based on Raskolnikof 's dilemma on the two human types. Moreover, in the third article's footnote, the author refers readers to the third part of the novel Crime and Punishment. In the same footnote, Kampisis underlines that the German philosopher was well acquainted with Dostoevskian ideas and that Nietzsche confirmed that the Russian author was the only person who had ever taught him anything about psychology. Kampisis also emphasized the philosopher's statement that his encounter with Dostoevsky was one of the happiest moments of his life.
The parallel approach to the different reviews that Dostoevsky's work and life received between 1893 and 1917 proves that contributors to the creation of inter-literature understanding between Russian and Greek intellectual lives can be divided into two groups that performed different mediatory activities. The Russian-speaking mediators played multiple roles in popularization of the Russian lit- erature in Greece. The cases of Vellianitis and Kastrinos revealed that as translators, reporters and literary critics, they contributed to the growth of interest in Russian novelists. On the contrary, the mediators of the Western-oriented group usually performed the single role of literary critics. The next difference between them concerns their recognition in Greek society. On one hand, the Western-oriented mediators were prominent figures of the intellectual life with a dynamic influence on its changes; on the other, the Russian-speaking mediators became famous mainly due to their contributions as Russologists. For example, in Palamas' article "Ανοίγω μια παρένθεση, " the Greek critic wrote that he had gotten to know Kastrinos mostly from his studies on Russian literature and his translations of the Russian novelists. 57 The last significant difference between the two group's contributions concerns their engagements as literary critics. Owing to their knowledge of Russian, the mediators from the first group often quoted Russian sources in support of their opinions. Western-oriented mediators, however, usually based their critical perspectives on bibliographies written or translated in French and German. Concerning Dostoevsky's case, the common characteristic of all contributors, regardless the group they belong to and the sources they use, is the accentuation of the psychological insights of the Russian writer's literary works. Finally, it is important to state that the present study proves the irrelevance of the question: "Which source of the Russian literature introduction to the Greek cultural life was more important: the Western or the Russian one?", which was answered in opposite terms by Sonia Ilinskaya and Giorgos Veloudis. 58 The study sheds light, however, on the more significant question that concerns not the quantity but the quality of each of the two sources of foreign influence, determined by the different roles of the cultural mediators.
